THE  REBUILDING   OF  LONDON
bringing up filth on the rising tide.1 Little seems to have
come of them, and as the years passed an expanding population
had added to the difficulties. The Commissioners of Sewers,
at a court held in February 1653, clearly set out the evils
which had arisen from this last cause. The river, they declared,
from Hockley in the Hole to the Thames, was 'by many
encroachments thereupon made by keeping of Hogs and
Swine therein and elsewhere neer to it, the throwing in of
Offals and Garbage ... and by reason of many houses of office
erected built and standing upon and over [it] and otherwise
not only stopped ,.. and become unpassable with boats ...
but also became [a] very ... great prejudice .. . not only to
the neighbourhood... but to the City of London and County of
Middlesex.1
This valley, where the crowded poor bred plagues, and
divided authority clogged the wheels of reform, was something
that the planners of 1666 could not possibly overlook. Their
scheme, if successful, would both have eliminated the troubles
within the area of the city, and have made a valuable addition
to the wharves and storage accommodation of the port. A
dangerous nuisance would have been disposed of, much-
needed facilities provided, and the street serving the older
wharves relieved of their over-great burden of traffic.
Embryonic in the first Act,3 it blossomed in the second.4
1  Strype's Stow, bk. I, pp. 12, 230. B.M., Cotton MS., Titus B.v. ff. 262 etseq., 330
et stq.; Vespasian c. xiv. f. 344 et seq. The grate at Bridewell was to be equipped with
gates to allow lighters to pass through*
2 B.M,, Proclamations 21 h 5 (12).
3 S. 33 provided that no building except cranes 'for present use* should be built within
seventy feet of the middle of Bridewell Dock, Fleet Ditch, and Turnmill Brook from the
Thames to Clerkenwell,  Nothing was said about canalization, or about deepening
the stream. This prohibition expired on March 24th, 1669, and the second Act omitted
the section above Holborn Bridge. This was almost entirely outside the City's jurisdic-
tion and therefore required separate treatment. The authorities concerned reported on
the possibility of making it navigable, but pointed out that the cost would be prohibitive.
They favoured high walls to preserve the stream from garbage, and the construction
of a road alongside it to carry traffic. Probably neither proposal was carried out,
4 Ss. 41-3 < These imposed a minimum breadth for the combined wharves and
channel of one hundred feet, but allowed them to be made twenty feet broader. The
minimum was chosen.
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